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1. Introduction
The phytoplankton community of open oligotrophic oceans is dominated by prokaryotic
Prochlorococcus spp., Synechococcus spp., and eukaryotic pico- and nanophytoplankton [1-3].
The competitive success of these phytoplankton species depends on different factors, including
the response to the (dynamic) irradiance conditions encountered in the water column. With
the occurrence of different ecotypes, picophytoplankton species such as Prochlorococcus spp.,
Synechococcus spp., and Ostreococcus spp. can grow over a broad range of irradiance conditions
[4-7]. For example, the low light adapted ecotypes of Prochlorococcus are well adapted to the
irradiance intensity and spectral composition of the deep chlorophyll maximum with high
chlorophyll b/a ratios and low optimal growth irradiances [4,5,8]. In contrast, the high light
adapted ecotypes of Prochlorococcus spp. can competitively grow in the (upper) mixed layer
with low chlorophyll b/a ratios and higher optimal growth irradiances [4,5,8]. Similar differ‐
ences in pigmentation, absorption, and photosynthetic characteristics have been found in
ecotypes of marine Synechococcus spp. [9-11] and Ostreococcus spp. [7,12,13]. In addition to the
genetically defined (photo)physiology of the different ecotypes, the photoacclimation poten‐
tial of specific (pico)phytoplankton species may play an important role in the response to
(dynamic) irradiance conditions [11].
Phytoplankton irradiance exposure is strongly influenced by physical processes in the ocean
[14]. During stratification, phytoplankton can be trapped in a shallow upper mixed layer,
thereby enhancing exposure to photosynthetically active radiation (PAR, 400-700 nm) and
ultraviolet radiation (UVR, 280-400 nm), or can experience limiting irradiance conditions at
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the deep chlorophyll maximum. In seasonally stratified regions, the period of stratification is
interchanged with periods of deep convective mixing that can reach below the euphotic zone.
This causes a strong reduction in the daily experienced irradiance, with occasional interrup‐
tions of excessive irradiance exposure. Consequently, phytoplankton irradiance exposure in
open ocean ecosystems can vary by several orders of magnitude on a time scale ranging from
seconds to days. Moreover, short wavelength solar radiation (UVB, 280-315 nm) can penetrate
to significant depths in clear oligotrophic waters [15,16].
High irradiance exposure may have considerable effects on photosynthesis and viability in
oceanic  picophytoplankton  species  such  as  Prochlorococcus  spp.,  Synechococcus  spp.,  and
Ostreococcus  spp. [17-19].  When residing near the surface,  picophytoplankton can experi‐
ence irradiance intensities that exceed photosynthetic requirements. Exposure to excessive
PAR  and  UVR  causes  photoinhibition,  a  process  in  which  an  over-reduction  of  the
photosynthetic electron transport chain reduces photosynthetic efficiency by a decrease in
functional  photosystem II  (PSII)  reaction  centers  [20].  Moreover,  prolonged exposure  to
excessive irradiance can lead to the uncontrolled formation of reactive oxygen species and
viability  loss  [21,22].  To  prevent  photoinhibition  and  viability  loss  during  excessive
irradiance exposure, phytoplankton regulate light harvesting and other photosynthetically
important processes. In prokaryotic species, the utilization of light harvesting energy can
be regulated by state transitions, in which the light harvesting antenna of the phycobilli‐
some (PBS) is redistributed between the reaction centers of photosystem I (PSI) and PSII
[23,24]. In addition, light harvesting energy can be regulated by the thermal dissipation of
excess  energy.  This  photoprotective  process  can  occur  within  seconds  after  irradiance
changes  in  both  prokaryotic  and  eukaryotic  phytoplankton  species,  but  the  underlying
mechanisms are  considerably  different.  In  eukaryotic  species,  the  thermal  dissipation of
excess  energy  involves  the  xanthophyll  pigment  cycle.  Epoxidized  xanthophyll  cycle
pigments  assist  in  light  harvesting,  whereas  de-epoxidized  equivalents  dissipate  excess
energy in the form of heat [25]. In PBS containing cyanobacteria, the thermal dissipation of
excess energy involves the orange carotenoid protein [24,26]. In Prochlorococcus spp., these
proteins  are  not  observed  and the  underlying  mechanism remains  unknown [24,27].  In
addition to  the regulation of  light  harvesting,  photoinhibition and viability  loss  may be
avoided  by  the  increase  of  photochemical  quenching  by  enhancing  alternative  electron
transport and (non-)enzymatic scavenging of reactive oxygen species [28,29]. Simultaneous‐
ly, phytoplankton can counteract the effects of photoinhibition by photorepair, a process in
which damaged D1 proteins are removed from PSII and replaced by newly synthesized D1
proteins [20].
Although it has previously been reported that temperature may have a positive effect on the
survival of picophytoplankton under high irradiance conditions [30], no direct assessment of
the temperature-dependency of photoregulation during high PAR and UVR exposure is
available for this specific phytoplankton group. A recent study showed that both prokaryotic
and eukaryotic picophytoplankton may be less susceptible to the negative effects of high
irradiance intensities at elevated temperatures [31]. In the prokaryotic species Prochlorococ‐
cus spp. (eMED4 and eMIT9313) and the eukaryotic species Ostreococcus sp. (clade B) and
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Pelagomonas calceolata, acclimation to elevated temperatures enhanced photoacclimation to
higher irradiance intensities and reduced photoinhibition [31]. This has also been found in
larger phytoplankton species, such as the diatom species Chaetoceros gracilis, Thalassiosira
pseudonana, and Thalassiosira weissflogii [32-34]. In cyanobacteria and eukaryotic nanophyto‐
plankton, reduced levels of photoinhibition at elevated temperatures may be associated with
enhanced rates of state transitions [24], enhanced enzymatic conversions of the xanthophyll
pigment cycle [35], enhanced D1 repair [36], and the potential enhancement of Rubisco activity
[34]. However, the potential role of these photoregulating mechanisms at elevated tempera‐
tures remains unknown in oceanic picophytoplankton.
In the present study, a comparative analysis of the high irradiance sensitivity of oceanic
picophytoplankton was performed to study the combined effect of elevated temperatures and
irradiance levels near the surface of open oligotrophic oceans. To this end, two prokaryotic
and two eukaryotic strains were acclimated to 16 °C, 20 °C, and 24 °C, after which they were
exposed to a single high PAR dose, with and without UVR. The response to and the recovery
after high irradiance exposure was assessed by analysis of PSII fluorescence and pigmentation
in order to investigate immediate photoinhibition and photoprotective processes. The results
are discussed in the context of differences between oceanic picophytoplankton species and are
used to unravel the importance of photoinhibition in structuring the phytoplankton commun‐
ity in open oligotrophic oceans.
2. Method
2.1. Culture conditions
Cultures were obtained from the Roscoff Culture Collection (RCC) and the Provasoli-Guillard
National Center for Marine Algae and Microbiota (NCMA). The strains were all isolated from
oligotrophic regions and are representative for low light (LL) and high light (HL) adapted
species in open ocean ecosystems. Prochlorococcus marinus strain CCMP2389 (ecotype MED4,
HL) and Prochlorococcus sp. strain RCC407 (ecotype MIT9313, LL) were cultured in K/10-Cu
medium based on natural oceanic seawater as described by [37]. Ostreococcus sp. strain RCC410
(clade B, LL) and Pelagomonas calceolata strain RCC879 (LL) were cultured in K medium as
described by [38]. Cultures were maintained in 100 ml glass Erlenmeyer flasks at 9 μmol
photons m-2 s-1 (Prochlorococcus sp. and P. calceolata) and 68 μmol photons m-2 s-1 (P. marinus
and Ostreococcus sp.) in a diurnal cycle of 12:12 h light:dark at 20 °C.
2.2. Experimental design
Cultures of P. marinus, Prochlorococcus sp., Ostreococcus sp., and P. calceolata were transfer‐
red to 500 ml glass Erlenmeyer flasks and incubated in triplicate at 16 °C, 20 °C, and 24
°C.  Experiments  were  carried  out  in  a  temperature  controlled  U-shaped lamp setup  as
described by [39]. The temperature in the setup was maintained at 16 °C, 20 °C, and 24 °C
by a thermostat (RK 8 KS, edition 2000, Lauda Dr. R. Wobser & Co.) and deviated less than
± 0.5 °C. During the experiments, 50 μmol photons m-2 s-1 PAR (Biolux and Skywhite lamps,
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Osram) was provided as a  square wave function with a  12:12 h light:dark cycle  (moni‐
tored with a QSL-100, Biospherical Instruments). Prior to the experiments, the picophyto‐
plankton strains were kept in exponential growth phase and acclimated to the experimental
irradiance and temperature conditions for at least three weeks. In mid-exponential growth
phase,  the response to high photosynthetically active radiation (PAR, 400-700 nm),  with
and without  ultraviolet  radiation  (UVR,  290-400  nm),  was  assessed  at  growth  tempera‐
ture by pigment and PSII chlorophyll  fluorescence analysis.  To this end, 200 ml of each
replicate  culture was exposed to high PAR and PAR+UVR for 10 min in a  temperature
controlled (RTE-211, Neslab Instruments Inc.) irradiance set-up at 16 °C, 20 °C, or 24 °C.
The irradiance set-up provided ± 500 μmol  photons m-2  s-1  by a  250 W MHN-TD lamp
(Philips) and two 20 W TL/12 UVB fluorescent lamps (Philips), in which the PAR and PAR
+UVR conditions were obtained by using the long pass filters GG395 and WG305 (Schott
AG, Mainz),  respectively (Table 1).  Prior to exposure (t  = 0),  samples for the analysis of
pigmentation and the maximum quantum yield of PSII (Fv/Fm) were collected and meas‐
ured as described below. After exposure, treated culture samples were transferred to dim
light conditions at growth temperature (16 °C, 20 °C, or 24 °C). Subsequently, samples for
the  analysis  of  pigmentation were  taken at  t  =  10,  20,  and 40  min and recovery  of  the
quantum yield of PSII (ФPSII) was determined at t = 10, 15, 20, 25, 30, 35, 40, 60, 80, and 100
min for both PAR and PAR+UVR treated cultures. Culturing of Prochlorococcus sp. at 16 °C
and 50 μmol photons m-2 s-1 was attempted several times, but this condition exceeded the
limit for growth of this individual strain. No measurements were performed for Prochloro‐





Table 1. Doses (W m-2) for photosynthetically active radiation (PAR, 400-700 nm) and ultraviolet radiation A (UVA,
315-400 nm) and B (UVB, 290-315 nm) are given for the PAR and PAR+UVR treatments during the experiments. Total
irradiance intensity was ± 500 µmol photons m-2 s-1 in both treatments.
2.3. Photosystem II chlorophyll fluorescence characteristics
PSII  fluorescence  analyses  were  performed  on  a  WATER-PAM  chlorophyll  fluorometer
(Waltz  GmbH)  equipped  with  a  WATER-FT  flow-through  emitter-detector  unit  and
analyzed using WinControl  software  (version 2.08,  Waltz  GmbH) according to  [40]  and
references therein. Prior to exposure to PAR and PAR+UVR (t = 0), 5-15 ml culture samples
were dark-adapted for 20 min at 16 °C, 20 °C, or 24 °C. For analysis, the measuring light
was turned on and F0 was recorded as the minimal fluorescence. During a saturating light
flash, Fm° was then recorded as the maximum fluorescence in the dark-adapted state. The
maximum quantum yield of PSII (Fv/Fm) was calculated as (Fm° - F0) / Fm°. After exposure
(t = 10-100), the quantum yield of PSII (ΦPSII) was determined by measuring Ft as the steady
state fluorescence prior to the saturating light flash and Fm’ as the maximum fluorescence
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in the light. ΦPSII  was calculated as (Fm’ – Ft) / Fm’.  From the Fv/Fm  measurements at t = 0
and  the  ΦPSII  measurements  at  t  =  10,  total  non  photochemical  quenching  (NPQ)  was
calculated as (Fm° - Fm’) / Fm’. Relaxation analysis was performed to estimate the contribu‐
tion of slowly and rapidly relaxing non photochemical quenching. Relaxation of NPQ on
a time scale of minutes is associated with photoprotective processes such as state transi‐
tions, relaxation of the xanthophyll pigment cycle or other forms of thermal dissipation [35,
40,41]. Processes that relax over a longer period of time (hours) are referred to as photoin‐
hibition, i.e. damage to the reaction centers of PSII [40,42]. To estimate photoprotection and
photoinhibition, the recorded Fm’  was corrected for baseline quenching by subtracting F0
and was log transformed for further analysis. Transformed Fm’ values of the final 60 min
of the ФPSII recovery curve were extrapolated to calculate the value of Fm‘ that would had
been attained if only slowly relaxing quenching was present in the light (Fmr). Slow relaxing
non  photochemical  quenching  (NPQS)  was  then  calculated  as  (Fm°  -  Fmr)  /  Fmr  and  fast
relaxing non photochemical quenching (NPQF) as (Fm° / Fm’) - (Fm° - Fmr). In addition, the
contribution of UVR to the decrease in quantum yield of PSII during irradiance exposure
was calculated as (ΦPSII,PAR - ΦPSII,PAR+UVR ) / ΦPSII,PAR * 100 [43].
2.4. Pigment composition
Samples (25-30 ml) for untreated (t = 0), PAR treated (t = 10, 20, 40), and PAR+UVR (t = 10, 20,
40) treated cultures were filtered onto 25 mm GF/F filters (Whatman), snap frozen in liquid
nitrogen, and stored at -80 °C until further analysis. Pigments were quantified using High
Performance Liquid Chromatography (HPLC) as described by [44]. In short, filters were freeze-
dried for 48 h and pigments were extracted in 3 ml 90% acetone (v/v, 48 h, 4 °C). Detection of
pigments was carried out using a HPLC (Waters 2695 separation module, 996 photodiode array
detector) equipped with a Zorbax Eclipse XDB-C8 3.5 μm column (Agilent Technologies, Inc.).
Peaks were identified by retention time and diode array spectroscopy. Pigments were
quantified using standards (DHI LAB products) of chlorophyll a1, chlorophyll a2, diadinoxan‐
thin (Dd), diatoxanthin (Dt), violaxanthin (Vio), antheraxanthin (Ant), and zeaxanthin (Zea).
From here on, chlorophyll a (Chl-a) will refer to chlorophyll a2 in P. marinus and Prochlorococ‐
cus sp. and to chlorophyll a1 in Ostreococcus sp. and P. calceolata. The de-epoxidation state (DPS)
of the xanthophyll pigment cycle was calculated as (Ant + Zea) / (Vio + Ant + Zea) for
Ostreococcus sp. and as Dt / (Dd + Dt) for P. calceolata. In addition to the DPS, the rate of de-
epoxidation of the xanthophyll pigment cycle (kDPS in min-1) was estimated as the increase in
DPS during exposure to high PAR and PAR+UVR [45].
2.5. Statistical analysis
All  measurements  were  performed  for  triplicate  cultures  (n  =  3)  at  each  temperature.
Differences  between  the  three  temperature  conditions,  differences  between  irradiance
treatments,  and differences  between  species  were  statistically  tested  by  analysis  of  var‐
iance (ANOVA) using STATISTICA software (version 8.0  and 10.0,  StatSoft  Inc.).  Before
analysis,  data were tested for normality and homogeneity of variances. Differences were
considered significant when p < 0.05.




3.1. Non photochemical quenching and photosystem II recovery
P. marinus, Prochlorococcus sp., Ostreococcus sp., and P. calceolata all showed non photochemical
quenching (NPQ) upon exposure to high photosynthetically active radiation (PAR), with and
without ultraviolet radiation (UVR) (Figure 1). The effect of temperature on NPQ was most
pronounced in the prokaryotic strains P. marinus and Prochlorococcus sp. (Figure 1). Although
total NPQ did not change with temperature in P. marinus, the proportion of slow and fast non
photochemical quenching changed significantly. Slow relaxing non photochemical quenching
(NPQS) decreased with increasing temperature (p < 0.05, not significant between 20 °C and 24
°C), whereas fast relaxing non photochemical quenching (NPQF) increased significantly with
increasing temperature (p < 0.05). In Prochlorococcus sp., total NPQ increased from 20 °C to 24
°C (Figure 1). The proportion of NPQS and NPQF was also affected by temperature in Pro‐
chlorococcus sp., with a significant increase in NPQF with increasing temperature (p < 0.05) and
unchanged levels of NPQS. In the eukaryotic species Ostreococcus sp., temperature had no effect
on NPQ (Figure 1). In P. calceolata, total NPQ decreased with increasing temperature (p < 0.05,
not significant between 20 °C and 24 °C). This was associated with a decrease in NPQS with
increasing temperature (p < 0.05, not significant between 16 °C and 20 °C), whereas NPQF
remained unaffected by temperature.
Figure 1. Non photochemical quenching. Mean (± standard deviation, n = 3) total non photochemical quenching
(NPQ), slow relaxing NPQ (NPQS), and fast relaxing NPQ (NPQF) are given for Prochlorococcus marinus eMED4, Pro‐
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chlorococcus sp. eMIT9313, Ostreococcus sp. clade B, and Pelagomonas calceolata at 16 °C, 20 °C and 24 °C. The pico‐
phytoplankton strains were exposed to high photosynthetically active radiation (PAR, white bars) and high PAR with
ultraviolet radiation (PAR+UVR, grey bars) for 10 minutes. Significant effects (p < 0.05) of the growth temperature (*)
and the spectral composition of the irradiance treatment (“) are indicated.
The spectral composition of the irradiance treatment influenced non photochemical quenching
and the recovery of the quantum yield of PSII (ΦPSII) considerably in the prokaryotic strains
(Figure 1, Figure 2). In both P. marinus and Prochlorococcus sp., total NPQ and NPQS were
significantly higher during exposure to PAR+UVR compared with PAR, whereas NPQF
decreased significantly during exposure to UVR (p < 0.05) (Figure 1). In Prochlorococcus sp., this
was associated with almost no recovery of ΦPSII after exposure to PAR+UVR (Figure 2). In the
eukaryotic species Ostreococcus sp., the spectral composition of the irradiance treatment did
not have a significant effect on NPQ (Figure 1). However, recovery of ΦPSII in Ostreococcus sp.
was lower after exposure to PAR+UVR compared with PAR (significant for t = 60-100, p < 0.05,
Figure 2). In P. calceolata, exposure to PAR+UVR significantly increased NPQS and decreased
NPQF (p < 0.05), but total NPQ remained unaffected by the spectral composition of the
irradiance treatment (Figure 1). P. calceolata showed no recovery of ΦPSII after exposure to PAR
+UVR (Figure 2).
Comparison of NPQ between the different picophytoplankton strains demonstrated signifi‐
cantly lower total NPQ in the prokaryotic species P. marinus and Prochlorococcus sp. compared
with the eukaryotic species Ostreococcus sp. and P. calceolata (p < 0.05) (Figure 1). In P. calceo‐
lata, NPQS was significantly higher compared with the other species (p < 0.05, not significant
Figure 2. Recovery of PSII after high irradiance exposure. Mean (± standard deviation, n = 3) quantum yield of PSII
(ΦPSII in % of Fv/Fm) during and after exposure to high irradiance for Prochlorococcus marinus eMED4, Prochlorococcus
sp. eMIT9313, Ostreococcus sp. clade B, and Pelagomonas calceolata acclimated to 20 °C. The picophytoplankton
strains were exposed to high photosynthetically active radiation (PAR, white circles) and high PAR with ultraviolet radi‐
ation (PAR+UVR, dark grey circles) for 10 minutes (light grey area).
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at 24 °C). P. marinus and Prochlorococcus sp. showed intermediate levels of NPQS, whereas
Ostreococcus sp. showed significantly lowest NPQS (p < 0.05, not significant at 24 °C). The
relative low levels of NPQS in Ostreococcus sp. were accompanied by significantly higher
NPQF compared with the other species (p < 0.005). No differences in NPQF were found between
P. marinus, Prochlorococcus sp., and P. calceolata.
3.2. Inhibition of photosystem II by ultraviolet radiation
The inhibition of ΦPSII due to UVR was affected by temperature in P. marinus, Ostreococcus sp.,
and P. calceolata (Table 2). In P. marinus, UVR inhibition decreased significantly with increasing
temperature (p < 0.01 for 16 °C compared with 24 °C). In the eukaryotic species Ostreococcus
sp. (not between 20 °C and 24 °C) and P. calceolata, UVR inhibition of ΦPSII also decreased with
increasing temperature, but not significantly. In Prochlorococcus sp., no effect of temperature
was found on the UVR inhibition of ΦPSII. Comparison of the different picophytoplankton
strains showed that Ostreococcus sp. was least inhibited by UVR (p < 0.001) (Figure 2, Table
2). P. marinus showed intermediate levels of UVR inhibition, whereas ΦPSII was most inhibited







16 °C 66.4 ± 3.9a n/a 24.5 ± 18.1 100.0 ± 0.0
20 °C 55.6 ± 4.9 97.9 ± 3.6 5.3 ± 5.4 97.3 ± 4.7
24 °C 49.5 ± 4.8a 97.3 ± 3.8 13.0 ± 5.5 77.0 ± 20.7
Table 2. Mean (± standard deviations, n = 3) inhibition by ultraviolet radiation (% of photosynthetically active
radiation treatment) after 10 min high irradiance exposure in Prochlorococcus marinus eMED4, Prochlorococcus sp.
eMIT9313, Ostreococcus sp. clade B, and Pelagomonas calceolata acclimated to 16 °C, 20 °C, and 24 °C. abc indicate
significant effects of the temperature treatment within each species. n/a: data not available, growth was not observed
under the used conditions and no additional measurements were performed.
3.3. Photoprotective pigmentation
Temperature acclimation affected the initial photoprotective pigment pool in P. marinus (t = 0,
Table 3), with higher zeaxanthin per chlorophyll a levels at lower temperatures (p < 0.001). In
Prochlorococcus sp., no significant effect of temperature acclimation was observed in the initial
zeaxanthin per chlorophyll a level. In both prokaryotic strains, exposure to high irradiance did
not influence photoprotective pigmentation, as the zeaxanthin per chlorophyll a levels
remained similar during and after high irradiance exposure (Table 3). In Ostreococcus sp.,
acclimation to higher temperatures increased the initial xanthophyll cycle pigment pool
(30-40%), but not significantly (t = 0, Table 3). In response to high irradiance exposure, large
fluctuations in the sum of violaxanthin, antheraxanthin, and zeaxanthin per chlorophyll a were
observed and no significant effect of temperature acclimation on the photoprotective pigment
pool was found (Table 3). In P. calceolata, the initial photoprotective pigments per chlorophyll
a ratio was highest at 24 °C (19 %, not significant). Temperature had no effect on the total
xanthophyll cycle pigment pool in response to high irradiance in P. calceolata as the sum of
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diadinoxanthin and diatoxanthin per chlorophyll a remained unchanged during and after
exposure to high irradiance (Table 3). No significant effect of the spectral composition of the
irradiance treatment was observed in the photoprotective pigments pools of P. marinus,
Prochlorococcus sp., Ostreococcus sp., and P. calceolata (Table 3).
PAR PAR+UVR
16 °C 20 °C 24 °C 16 °C 20 °C 24 °C
Prochlorococcus marinus
t = 0 0.647±0.060a 0.499±0.004a 0.431±0.007a 0.647±0.060b 0.499±0.004b 0.431±0.007b
t = 10 0.644 ± 0.081 0.488 ± 0.019 0.434 ± 0.017 0.649 ± 0.057 0.488 ± 0.013 0.426 ± 0.017
t = 20 0.657 ± 0.066 0.493 ± 0.006 0.426 ± 0.031 0.655 ± 0.071 0.494 ± 0.002 0.421 ± 0.031
t = 40 0.661 ± 0.067 0.498 ± 0.009 0.424 ± 0.014 0.663 ± 0.053 0.492 ± 0.013 0.437 ± 0.014
Prochlorococcus sp.
t = 0 n/a 1.062 ± 0.034 1.025 ± 0.023 n/a 1.062 ± 0.034 1.025 ± 0.023
t = 10 n/a 1.206 ± 0.076 0.976 ± 0.009 n/a 1.198 ± 0.039 0.946 ± 0.039
t = 20 n/a 1.209 ± 0.093 0.966 ± 0.036 n/a 1.189 ± 0.059 0.936 ± 0.032
t = 40 n/a 1.226 ± 0.088 0.996 ± 0.041 n/a 1.192 ± 0.044 0.974 ± 0.039
Ostreococcus sp.
t = 0 0.079 ± 0.030 0.057 ± 0.024 0.061 ± 0.014 0.079 ± 0.030 0.057 ± 0.024 0.061 ± 0.014
t = 10 0.109 ± 0.017 0.062 ± 0.026 0.084 ± 0.032 0.058 ± 0.004 0.053 ± 0.012 0.060 ± 0.013
t = 20 0.091 ± 0.036 0.052 ± 0.020 0.060 ± 0.009 0.109 ± 0.003 0.082 ± 0.002 0.105 ± 0.008
t = 40 0.106 ± 0.005 0.078 ± 0.006 0.074 ± 0.031 0.109 ± 0.003 0.079 ± 0.014 0.077 ± 0.020
Pelagomonas calceolata
t = 0 0.089 ± 0.008 0.089 ± 0.005 0.106 ± 0.012 0.089 ± 0.008 0.089 ± 0.005 0.106 ± 0.012
t = 10 0.096 ± 0.009 0.095 ± 0.002 0.106 ± 0.013 0.092 ± 0.010 0.094 ± 0.004 0.103 ± 0.014
t = 20 0.093 ± 0.005 0.096 ± 0.007 0.107 ± 0.014 0.080 ± 0.031 0.093 ± 0.005 0.105 ± 0.014
t = 40 0.093 ± 0.009 0.094 ± 0.006 0.109 ± 0.013 0.090 ± 0.008 0.092 ± 0.005 0.104 ± 0.012
Table 3. Mean (± standard deviations, n = 3) photoprotective pigments per chlorophyll a ratio in Prochlorococcus
marinus eMED4 (zeaxanthin), Prochlorococcus sp. eMIT9313 (zeaxanthin), Ostreococcus sp. clade B (violaxanthin,
antheraxanthin, and zeaxanthin), and Pelagomonas calceolata (diadinoxanthin and diatoxanthin) acclimated to 16 °C,
20 °C, and 24 °C. Pigment ratios were obtained before (t = 0) and after (t = 10, 20, 40) exposure to high
photosynthetically active radiation (PAR), with and without ultraviolet radiation (UVR). abc indicate significant effects
of the temperature treatment within each species. n/a: data not available, growth was not observed under the used
conditions and no additional measurements were performed.
3.4. De-epoxidation of the xanthophyll cycle
In both Ostreococcus sp. and P. calceolata, the de-epoxidation state (DPS) of the xanthophyll
pigment cycle increased significantly during exposure to high irradiance (p < 0.001) (Figure
3). In both strains, the DPS of the xanthophyll pigment cycle decreased over time, but the DPS
did not return to initial values after 30 min of recovery in low light conditions (t= 40, Figure
3). In Ostreococcus sp., the de-epoxidation of the xanthophyll pigment cycle mainly included
the de-epoxidation of violaxanthin to antheraxanthin, whereas the de-epoxidation of anther‐
axanthin to zeaxanthin was small. Temperature had an effect on the DPS of the xanthophyll
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pigment cycle in Ostreococcus sp. (Figure 3, Table 4), but differences were mostly not significant.
The initial DPS of the xanthophyll pigment cycle (t = 0) in Ostreococcus sp. was 21-47% higher
at 16 °C compared with 20 °C and 24 °C. During exposure to high PAR and PAR+UVR, the
increase in the DPS was fastest at 20 °C (Table 4), as was the epoxidation of the xanthophyll
pigment cycle after exposure to high irradiance (Figure 3). In P. calceolata, the initial DPS of the
xanthophyll pigment cycle was 22-28% lower at 16 °C compared with the higher temperatures
(not significant) (Figure 3). During irradiance exposure, the rate of de-epoxidation of the
xanthophyll pigment cycle increased with increasing temperature in P. calceolata (not signifi‐
cant) (Figure 3, Table 4). In accordance with the rate of de-epoxidation, the epoxidation of the
xanthophyll pigment cycle was fastest at 24 °C (p < 0.05).
The effect of the spectral composition of the irradiance treatment on the de-epoxidation of
the  xanthophyll  pigment  cycle  was  most  evident  in  Ostreococcus  sp.  (Figure  3).  During
irradiance exposure (t = 0-10), the DPS in Ostreococcus sp. did not differ significantly between
the PAR and PAR+UVR treatment  (Figure  3,  Table  4).  However,  in  the  PAR treatment,
epoxidation of the xanthophyll pigment cycle started directly after exposure (t = 10), whereas
the epoxidation was delayed in the PAR+UVR treatment and started after 10 minutes of
recovery in low light (t = 20). After 30 minutes of recovery (t = 40), the DPS in Ostreococ‐
cus  sp. was similar in both PAR and PAR+UVR treatments (Figure 3). In P. calceolata,  no
significant effect of the spectral composition of the irradiance treatment was found, but it
seemed that exposure to UVR limited the de-epoxidation of the xanthophyll pigment cycle,
especially at lower temperatures (Figure 3).
Figure 3. De-epoxidation of the xanthophyll pigment cycle. Mean (± standard deviation, n = 3) de-epoxidation state
(DPS) of the xanthophyll pigment cycle in Ostreococcus sp. clade B and Pelagomonas calceolata are given during and
after 10 minutes of exposure to high photophotosynthetically active radiation (PAR, white circles) and high PAR with
ultraviolet radiation (PAR+UVR, grey circles) at 16 °C, 20 °C, and 24 °C.
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When the dynamics of the xanthophyll pigment cycle of both species were compared, it was
shown that Ostreococcus sp. had a significantly higher DPS compared with P. calceolata (p <
0.05) (Figure 3). In addition, the increase in de-epoxidation of the xanthophyll pigment cycle
during high irradiance exposure was faster in Ostreococcus sp. (p < 0.05) (Table 3), whereas no
differences in epoxidation rate were observed between Ostreococcus sp. and P. calceolata.
Ostreococcus sp. Pelagomonas calceolata
PAR
16 °C 0.036 ± 3.75 × 10-3 0.029 ± 2.76 × 10-4
20 °C 0.043 ± 6.01 × 10-3 0.030 ± 4.53 × 10-3
24 °C 0.038 ± 6.33 × 10-3 0.034 ± 5.39 × 10-3
PAR+UVR
16 °C 0.033 ± 4.79 × 10-3ab 0.021 ± 6.38 × 10-4
20 °C 0.047 ± 4.08 × 10-3a 0.023 ± 5.33 × 10-3
24 °C 0.045 ± 1.12 × 10-3b 0.031 ± 7.34 × 10-3
Table 4. Mean (± standard deviation, n = 3) rate of increase in the de-epoxidation state of the xanthophyll pigment
cycle (kDPS in min-1) in Ostreococcus sp. clade B and Pelagomonas calceolata during exposure to high photosynthetically
active radiation (PAR) and high PAR with ultraviolet radiation (PAR+UVR) at 16 °C, 20 °C, and 24°C. abc indicate
significant effects of the temperature treatment within each species.
4. Discussion
Climate change is expected to mediate a rise in seawater temperature by 1.5-4.5 °C over
the next century [46]. This rise in seawater temperature will lead to changes in water column
stratification in open oligotrophic oceans [47,48].  The subsequent modifications in mixed
layer dynamics increase the exposure of  phytoplankton to high levels  of  photosynthetic
active  radiation (PAR) and ultraviolet  radiation (UVR).  Because temperature  and irradi‐
ance conditions play an important  role  in  the success  of  specific  oceanic  phytoplankton
species [4,49,50], it is important to understand how oceanic phytoplankton will respond to
elevated  temperatures  and  whether  this  will  affect  their  (photo)physiological  perform‐
ance.  The present  study focused on the temperature-dependence of  photoinhibition and
photoregulating processes that are essential for survival during high (dynamic) irradiance
conditions.
During short  periods of  high irradiance exposure,  both the prokaryotic  picophytoplank‐
ton strains P. marinus and Prochlorococcus sp., as the eukaryotic picophytoplankton strains
Ostreococcus sp. and P. calceolata were susceptible to photoinhibition. The response to high
irradiances was species specific and appeared to be related to the genetically defined light
adaptation of the different strains. In the prokaryotic species, the low light adapted ecotype
Prochlorococcus  sp.  (eMIT9313)  was highly sensitive to  high PAR and UVR, whereas the
high light adapted ecotype P. marinus (eMED4) showed lower sensitivity. Similar differen‐
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ces in photoinhibition during high irradiance exposure were observed for other low and
high light  adapted ecotypes of  Prochlorococcus  spp.  during exposure to high blue irradi‐
ance [18]. The differential response to excessive irradiance intensities found in the present
study related well to the occurrence of different Prochlorococcus ecotypes in the upper mixed
layer  (eMED4) and the deep chlorophyll  maximum (eMIT9313)  [4,49].  In  the eukaryotic
species, the levels of total non photochemical quenching induced by a tenfold increase in
irradiance intensity were similar  compared with earlier  observations for Ostreococcus  sp.
and P. calceolata [12,51]. Although the two eukaryotic species were both isolated at 100 m
depth from oceanic regions, Ostreococcus sp. showed considerably lower levels of photoin‐
hibition compared with P. calceolata,  especially during UVR exposure.  It  therefore seems
that Ostreococcus sp. clade B is not specifically adapted to low light [7], but rather adapt‐
ed to open ocean irradiance conditions (also see [50,52]) with a relatively low sensitivity to
high  irradiance  intensities  compared  with  other  oceanic  picophytoplankton  [this  study,
11,31].  The low light adapted ecotype P. calceolata  showed highest levels of  photoinhibi‐
tion during exposure to high PAR compared with the other species. However, photoinhibi‐
tion increased dramatically in the prokaryotic strains during exposure to UVR. This confirms
the relative sensitivity of Prochlorococcus spp. to high levels of UVR, as has been observed
in oligotrophic waters [53,54].
Temperature  acclimation  influenced  photoinhibition  and  related  processes  during  high
irradiance exposure in P. marinus, Prochlorococcus sp., Ostreococcus sp., and P. calceolata. The
effect  was  not  uniform  among  the  different  strains,  but  temperature  acclimation  influ‐
enced the response to high irradiance exposure by changes in the relative contribution of
photoinhibition and photoprotective mechanisms to non photochemical  quenching in all
strains. This general response corresponds well with the observation that both prokaryot‐
ic and eukaryotic picophytoplankton may benefit from high irradiance intensities at elevated
temperatures  by alterations  in  photophysiology and electron transport  [31].  In  addition,
elevated temperatures had a beneficial  effect  on the response to high irradiance intensi‐
ties by partially counteracting the UVR-induced photoinhibition in P. marinus,  Ostreococ‐
cus sp., and P. calceolata. This was earlier observed in several diatom species and related to
an increase in Rubisco activity and gene expression in Thalassiosira weissflogii [34], an increase
in repair rates in T. pseudonana [32], and an increase in photoprotection by the dissipation
of  excess  energy  in  T.  weissflogii  and  C.  gracillis  [33].  In  this  study,  fast  relaxing  non
photochemical  processes,  i.e.  photoprotection,  and the influence of  temperature acclima‐
tion on these  processes  was further  investigated in  the  response to  excessive  irradiance
intensities in oceanic picophytoplankton.
Both low and high light adapted Prochlorococcus strains were capable of producing fast relaxing
non photochemical quenching (NPQF). Interestingly, the level of NPQF in the low light adapted
strain Prochlorococcus sp. (eMIT9313/clade LLIV) was considerably higher compared with that
of another low light adapted strain of Prochlorococcus (strain SS120/clade LLII) [27]. It therefore
seems that some low light adapted ecotypes of Prochlorococcus are capable of inducing high
levels of NPQF comparable to that of high light adapted ecotypes (this study), but others are
not [27]. This might possibly be related to the differential occurrence of pcb genes encoding the
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major chlorophyll binding and light harvesting antenna proteins in both low and high light
adapted ecotypes of Prochlorococcus [27,55]. Although the precise underlying mechanism
remains unknown, the process of NPQF in P. marinus and Prochlorococcus sp. was sensitive to
changes in temperature. It is therefore likely that the underlying mechanisms of NPQF in
Prochlorococcus spp. involves an enzymatic reaction or changes due to the improved fluidity
of the thylakoid membrane at elevated temperatures [56,57]. This contrasts to earlier obser‐
vations of NPQF in phycobillisome containing cyanobacteria [58] (for a review see [24]), which
supports the notion that the underlying mechanisms are different between Prochlorococcus spp.
and other prokaryotic species [24]. It was further shown in the present study that the mecha‐
nism of photoprotection in P. marinus and Prochlorococcus sp. was highly sensitive to UVR,
possibly related to increased oxidative stress on the thylakoid membrane [59]. Fast relaxing
non photochemical quenching was not related to changes in pigmentation during high
irradiance exposure in P. marinus and Prochlorococcus sp. The xanthophyll pigment zeaxanthin
is not regulated by an epoxydation/de-epoxidation cycle in prokaryotic species and its function
is often debated [60,61]. However, the photoprotective role of zeaxanthin is not excluded, since
the concentration of zeaxanthin increases relative to chlorophyll a in high light acclimated cells
[8,11,61] and zeaxanthin is found in high concentrations in the field [62,63]. The presence of
zeaxanthin might have overestimated the calculation of photoinhibition by slowly relaxing
non photochemical quenching in the light-harvesting antenna of PSII (F0 quenching) [40,64].
This was however, not observed in P. marinus and Prochlorococcus sp. (data not shown),
suggesting that slowly relaxing non photochemical quenching related to damage to the
reaction center of PSII in these strains.
In the eukaryotic  picophytoplankton species Ostreococcus  sp.  and P. calceolata,  fast  relax‐
ing non photochemical  quenching coincided with the de-epoxidation of  the xanthophyll
pigment cycle. The rate of de-epoxidation of the xanthophyll pigment cycle in Ostreococ‐
cus  sp.  and  P.  calceolata  was  within  the  range  reported  for  other  eukaryotic  pico-  and
nanophytoplankton  [45],  as  was  the  relative  increase  in  the  de-epoxidation  state  of  the
xanthophyll pigment cycle upon high irradiance exposure [12,19,45,51]. For Ostreococcus sp.
clade B it was previously shown that both the xanthophyll pigment cycle [19] and alternative
electron transport [13] play an important role in the response to high irradiance, whereas
photorepair is relatively slow compared with other Ostreococcus ecotypes [19]. This study
showed that the photoprotective processes were also effective during UVR exposure, since
Ostreococcus sp. was the only strain used in this study that showed substantial NPQF during
UVR exposure. The influence of temperature acclimation was also most pronounced during
UVR exposure, especially on the xanthophyll pigment cycle. Different effects may add to
the high levels of fast relaxing non photochemical quenching observed in Ostreococcus sp.
The  xanthophyll  cycle  pigments  may  have  an  additional  photoprotective  function  in
Ostreococcus sp., including the stabilization of the thylakoid membrane by antheraxanthin
and zeaxanthin, providing protection against reactive oxygen species under conditions of
a  highly  reduced  electron  transport  chain  (for  a  review  see  [65]).  In  addition,  the  de-
epoxidation  of  the  xanthophyll  pigment  cycle  and  the  consequent  non  photochemical
quenching  in  Ostreococcus  sp.  may  be  promoted  by  an  increase  in  the  trans-membrane
proton gradient due to the presence of chlororespiratory electron flow [13,65]. In P. calceolata,
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the rate of de-epoxidation and the relative de-epoxidation of the xanthophyll pigment cycle
increased  at  elevated  temperature,  but  this  was  not  associated  with  an  increase  in  fast
relaxing non photochemical quenching. It is possible that the membrane stability necessa‐
ry for the dissipation of excess energy trough the xanthophyll pigment cycle was affected
by  oxidative  stress  [66,67].  This  could  also  explain  the  diminished  fast  relaxing  non
photochemical levels during UVR exposure in this species.  Because P. calceolata  is  a low
light adapted ecotype, this species might possibly use additional photoprotective mecha‐
nisms, such as the chlororespiratory electron flow observed in Ostreococcus sp., to a lesser
extent.
This study showed that oceanic picophytoplankton were susceptible to photoinhibition during
short periods of high irradiance. The genetically defined light adaptation of P. marinus,
Prochlorococcus sp., Ostreococcus sp., and P. calceolata played an important role in their PAR and
UVR sensitivity, likely related to the presence of different (combinations of) photoprotective
mechanisms. Temperature acclimation influenced the response to excessive irradiance
exposure by changes in the relative contribution of photoinhibition and photoprotective
mechanisms to non photochemical quenching. These changes were found to be species specific.
Acclimation to elevated temperatures increased the dissipation of excess energy in both P.
marinus and Prochlorococcus sp., indicating a strong dependence on temperature of this
photoprotective mechanism. In combination with decreased photoinhibition during both PAR
and UVR exposure at elevated temperature, the high light adapted ecotype P. marinus may
benefit considerably from elevated temperatures in response to high irradiance intensities
encountered in the upper mixed layer of open oligotrophic oceans. Considering exposure to
UVR, the effect of elevated temperature was most pronounced in the eukaryotic strain
Ostreococcus sp., indicating that this species can effectively regulate light harvesting in
relatively warm, UVR rich waters near the surface of the open oligotrophic ocean. Even though
Prochlorococcus sp. and P. calceolata are unlikely to experience high irradiance intensities in the
deep chlorophyll maximum, photoinhibition in these low light adapted ecotypes is highly
relevant, since damage to PSII can occur at relatively low irradiance intensities [18,31,68]. At
elevated temperatures, the prokaryotic strain Prochlorococcus sp. benefitted by increasing
dissipation of excess energy, whereas the eukaryotic strain P. calceolata was less susceptible to
photoinhibition. Overall, the differential response to high irradiance may have considerably
effect on phytoplankton species distribution and community composition in the open oligo‐
trophic oceans, with some ecotypes and/or species being more susceptible to photoinhibition
than others. Photoinhibition and/or photoprotective processes may be positively affected by
the rise in seawater temperature associated with climate change, but species specific differen‐
ces in (photo)physiology remain important in the performance of oceanic picophytoplankton.
Acknowledgements
Remote access to the Roscoff Culture Collection of strains RCC407 and RCC879 was facilitated
by ASSEMBLE grant number 227799 (GK). This work was supported by the Netherlands
Photosynthesis222
Organization for Scientific Research (NWO), grant numbers 817.01.009 (GK) and 839.08.422
(WHP).
Author details
Gemma Kulk1*, Pablo de Vries1, Willem H. van de Poll2, Ronald J. W. Visser1 and
Anita G. J. Buma1
*Address all correspondence to: g.kulk@rug.nl
1 Department of Ocean Ecosystems, Energy and Sustainability Research Institute Groningen,
University of Groningen, Groningen, The Netherlands
2 Department of Biological Oceanography, Royal Netherlands Institute for Sea Research,
Den Burg, The Netherlands
References
[1] Li WKW. Primary production of prochlorophytes, cyanobacteria, and eukaryotic ul‐
traphytoplankton - measurements from flow cytometric sorting. Limnology and Oce‐
anography 1994;39 169-175.
[2] DuRand MD, Olson RJ, Chisholm SW. Phytoplankton population dynamics at the
Bermuda Atlantic Time-series station in the Sargasso Sea. Deep-Sea Research Part II
2001;48 1983-2003.
[3] Worden AZ, Nolan JK, Palenik B. Assessing the dynamics and ecology of marine pi‐
cophytoplankton: the importance of the eukaryotic component. Limnology and Oce‐
anography 2004;49 168-179.
[4] Moore LR, Rocap G, Chisholm SW. Physiology and molecular phylogeny of coexist‐
ing Prochlorococcus ecotypes. Nature 1998;393 464-467.
[5] Moore LR, Chisholm SW. Photophysiology of the marine cyanobacterium Prochloro‐
coccus: ecotypic differences among cultured isolates. Limnology and Oceanography
1999;44 628-638.
[6] Fuller NJ, Marie D, Partensky F, Vaulot D, Post AF, Scanlan DJ. Clade-specific 16S
ribosomal DNA oligonucleotides reveal the predominance of a single marine Syne‐
chococcus clade throughout a stratified water column in the Red Sea. Applied and En‐
vironmental Microbiology 2003;69 2430-2443.
Temperature-Dependent Photoregulation in Oceanic Picophytoplankton During Excessive Irradiance Exposure
http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/55256
223
[7] Rodriguez F, Derelle E, Guillou L, Le Gall F, Vaulot D, Moreau H. Ecotype diversity
in the marine picoeukaryote Ostreococcus (Chlorophyta, Prasinophyceae). Environ‐
mental Microbiology 2005;7 853-859.
[8] Moore LR, Goericke R, Chisholm SW. Comparative physiology of Synechococcus and
Prochlorococcus: influence of light and temperature on growth, pigments, fluorescence
and absorptive properties. Marine Ecology Progress Series 1995;116, 259-275.
[9] Barlow RG, Alberti RS. Photosynthetic characteristics of phycoerythrin-containing
marine Synechococcus spp. I. Response to growth photon flux density. Marine Biology
1985;86 63-74.
[10] Six C, Thomas J-C, Garczarek L, Ostrowski M, Dufresne A, Blot N, Scanland DJ, Par‐
tensky F. Diversity and evolution of phycobilisomes in marine Synechococcus spp.: a
comparative genomics study. Genome Biology 2007b;8 R259.
[11] Kulk G, Van de Poll WH, Visser RJW, Buma AGJ. Distinct differences in photoaccli‐
mation potential between prokaryotic and eukaryotic oceanic phytoplankton. Journal
of Experimental Marine Biology and Ecology 2011;398 63-72.
[12] Six C, Finkel ZV, Rodriguez F, Marie D, Partensky F, Campbell DA. Contrasting pho‐
toacclimation costs in ecotypes of the marine eukaryotic picoplankter Ostreococcus.
Limnology and Oceanography 2008;53 255-265.
[13] Cardol P, Bailleul B, Rappaport F, Derelle E, Béal D, Breyton C, Bailey S, Wollman
FA, Grossman AR, Moreau H, Finazzi G. Original adaptation of photosynthesis in
the green alga Ostreococcus. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the
United States of America 2008;105 7881-7886.
[14] Kirk TO, editor. Light and Photosynthesis in Aquatic Ecosystems, 3rd ed. Cam‐
bridge: Cambridge University Press; 2010.
[15] Boelen P, Obernosterer I, Vink AA, Buma AGJ. Attenuation of biologically effective
UV radiation in tropical Atlantic waters measured with a biochemical DNA dosime‐
ter. Photochemistry and Photobiology 1999;69 34-40.
[16] Dishon G, Dubinsky Z, Caras T, Rahav E, Bar-Zeev E, Tzubery Y, Iluz D. Optical hab‐
itats of ultraphytoplankton groups in the Gulf of Eilat (Aqaba), Northern Red Sea. In‐
ternational Journal of Remote Sensing 2012;33 2683-2705
[17] Agustí S, Llabrés M. Solar radiation-induced mortality of marine pico-phytoplankton
in the oligotrophic ocean. Photochemistry and Photobiology 2007;83 793-801.
[18] Six C, Finkel ZV, Irwin AJ, Campbell DA. Light variability illuminates niche-parti‐
tioning among marine picocyanobacteria. PLoS One 2007a;12 1-6
[19] Six C, Sherrard R, Lionard M, Roy S, Campbell DA. Photosystem II and pigment dy‐
namics among ecotypes the green alga Ostreococcus. Plant Physiology 2009;151
379-390.
Photosynthesis224
[20] Aro E-M, Virgin I, Andersson B. Photoinhibition of photosystem II. Inactivation, pro‐
tein damage and turnover. Biochimica et Biophysica Acta 1993;1143 113-134.
[21] Gechev TS, Van Breusegem F, Stone JM, Denev I, Laloit C. Reactive oxygen species
as signals that modulate plant stress responses and programmed cell death. BioEs‐
says 2006;28 1091-1101.
[22] Van de Poll WH, Alderkamp A-C, Janknegt PJ, Roggeveld J, Buma AGJ. Photoaccli‐
mation modulates excessive photosynthetically active and ultraviolet radiation ef‐
fects in a temperate and an Antarctic marine diatom. Limnology and Oceanography
2006;51 1329-1248.
[23] Campbell D, Hurry V, Clarke AK, Gustafsson P, Öquist G. Chlorophyll fluorescence
analysis of cyanobacterial photosynthesis and acclimation. Microbiology and Molec‐
ular Biology Reviews 1998;62 667-683.
[24] Bailey S, Grossman AR. Photoprotection in cyanobacteria: regulation of light harvest‐
ing. Photochemistry and Photobiology 2008;84 1410-1420.
[25] Olaizola M, La Roche J, Kolber Z, Falkowski PG. Non-photochemical fluorescence
quenching and the diadinoxanthin cycle in a marine diatom. Photosynthesis Re‐
search 1994;392 585-589.
[26] Wilson A, Ajlani G, Verbavatz J-M, Vass I, Kerfeld CA, Kirilovsky D. A soluble caro‐
tenoid protein involved in phycobilisome-related energy dissipation in cyanobacte‐
ria. Plant Cell 2006;18 992-1007.
[27] Bailey S, Mann NH, Robinson C, Scanlan DJ. The occurrence of rapidly reversible
non-photochemical quenching of chlorophyll a fluorescence in cyanobacteria. FEBS
Letters 2005;79 275-280.
[28] Häder D-P, Kumar HD, Smith RC, Worrest RC. Effects of solar UVR radiation on
aquatic ecosystems and interactions with climate change. Photochemical and Photo‐
biological Sciences 2007;6 267-285.
[29] Raven JA. The cost of photoinhibition. Physiologia Plantarum 2011;142 87-104.
[30] Alonso-Laita P, Agustí S. Contrasting patterns of phytoplankton viability in the sub‐
tropical NE Atlantic Ocean. Aquatic Microbial Ecology 2006;43 67-78.
[31] Kulk G, De Vries P, Van de Poll WH, Visser RJW, Buma AGJ. Temperature-depend‐
ent growth and photophysiology of prokaryotic and eukaryotic oceanic picophyto‐
plankton. Marine Ecology Progress Series 2012;466 43-55.
[32] Sobrino C, Neale PJ. Short-term and long-term effects of temperature on photosyn‐
thesis in the diatom Thalassiosira pseudonana under UVR exposures. Journal of Phy‐
cology 2007;43 426-436.
Temperature-Dependent Photoregulation in Oceanic Picophytoplankton During Excessive Irradiance Exposure
http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/55256
225
[33] Halac SR, Villafañe VE, Helbling EW. Temperature benefits the photosynthetic per‐
formance of the diatoms Chaetoceros gracilis and Thalassiosira weissflogii when exposed
to UVR. J. Photochemistry and Photobiology B 2010;101 196-205.
[34] Helbling EW, Buma AGJ, Boelen P, Van der Strate HJ, Giordanino MVF, Villafañe
VE. Increase in Rubisco activity and gene expression due to elevated temperature
partially counteracts ultraviolet radiation-induced photoinhibition in the marine dia‐
tom Thalassiosira weissflogii. Limnology and Oceanography 2011;56 1330-1342.
[35] Demmig-Adams B, Adams WW. Photoprotection and other responses of plants to
high light stress. Annual Review of Plant Physiology and Plant Molecular Biology
1992;43 599-626.
[36] Bouchard JN, Roy S, Campbell DA. UVB Effects on the photosystem II-D1 protein of
phytoplankton and natural phytoplankton communities. Photochemistry and Photo‐
biology 2006;82: 936-951.
[37] Chisholm SW. What limits phytoplankton growth. Oceanus 1992; 35 36-46.
[38] Keller MD, Selvin RC, Claus W, Guillard RRL. Media for the culture of oceanic ultra‐
phytoplankton. Journal of Phycology 1987;23 633-638.
[39] Van de Poll WH, Visser RJW, Buma AGJ. Acclimation to a dynamic irradiance re‐
gime changes excessive irradiance sensitivity of Emiliania huxleyi and Thalassiosira
weissflogii. Limnology and Oceanography 2007;52 1430-1438.
[40] Maxwell K, Johnson GN. Chlorophyll fluorescence – a practical guide. Journal of Ex‐
perimental Botany 2000;51 659-668.
[41] Walters RG, Horton P. Resolution of components of non-photochemical chlorophyll
fluorescence quenching in barley leaves. Photosynthesis Research 1991;27 121-133.
[42] Osmond CB. What is photoinhibition? Some insights from comparisons of sun and
shade plants. In Baker NR, Bowyer JR. (eds) Photoinhibition of photosynthesis: from
molecular mechanisms to the field. Oxford: Bios Scientific Publishers; 1994. p1-24.
[43] Villafañe V, Marcoval MA, Helbling EW. Photosynthesis versus irradiance character‐
istics in phytoplankton assemblages off Patagonia (Argentina); temporal variability
and solar UVR effects. Marine Ecology Progress Series 2004;284 23-34.
[44] Hooker SB, Van Heukelem L, Thomas CS, Claustre H, Ras J, Schlüter L, Clementson
L, Van der Linde D, Eker-Develi E, Berthon J-F, Barlow R, Sessions H, Ismail H, Perl
J. The third SeaWiFS HPLC Analysis Round-Robin Experiment (SeaHARRE-3).
NASA Tech. Memo 2009-215849, NASA Goddard space flight center, Greenbelt,
Maryland 20771; 2009.
[45] Dimier C, Giovanni S, Ferdinando T, Brunet C. Comparative ecophysiology of the
xanthophyll cycle in six marine phytoplankton species. Protist 2009a;160 397-411.
Photosynthesis226
[46] Houghton JT, Meir Filho LG, Callander BA, Harris N, Kattenberg A, Maskell K, edi‐
tors. Climate change 1995: the science of climate change. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press; 1995.
[47] Behrenfeld MJ, O’Malley RT, Siegel DA, McClain CR, Sarmiento JL, Feldman GC,
Milligan AJ, Falkowski PG, Letelier RM, Boss ES. Climate-driven trends in contem‐
porary ocean productivity. Nature 2006;444 752-755.
[48] Polovina JJ, Howell EA, Abecassis M. Ocean's least productive waters are expanding.
Geophysical Research Letters. 2008;35 L03618.
[49] Johnson ZI, Zinser ER, Coe A, McNulty NP, Malcolm E, Woodward S, Chisholm SW.
Niche partitioning among Prochlorococcus ecotypes along ocean scale environmental
gradients. Science 2006;311 1737-1740.
[50] Demir-Hilton E, Sudek S, Cuvelier ML, Gentemann CL, Zehr JP, Worden AZ. Global
distribution patterns of distinct clades of photosynthetic picoeukaryote Ostreococcus.
The International Society for Microbial Ecology Journal 2011;5 1095-1107.
[51] Dimier C, Brunet C, Geider R, Raven J. Growth and photoregulation dynamics of the
picoeukaryote Pelagomonas calceolata in fluctuating light. Limnology and Oceanogra‐
phy 2009b;54 823-836.
[52] Worden AZ. Picoeukaryote diversity in coastal waters of Pacific Ocean. Aquatic Mi‐
crobial Ecology 2006;43 165-175.
[53] Llabrés M, Agusti S. Picophytoplankton cell death induced by UV radiation: Evidence
for oceanic Atlantic communities. Limnology and Oceanography 2006;51: 21-29.
[54] Sommaruga R, Hofer JS, Alonso-Sáez L, Gasol JM. Differential sunlight sensitivity of
picophytoplankton from surface Mediterranean coastal water. Applied and Environ‐
mental Microbiology 2005;71 2154-2157.
[55] Bibby TS, Mary I, Nield J, Partensky F, Barber J. Low-light-adapted Prochlorococcus
species possess specific antennae for each photosystem. Nature 2003;424 1051-1054.
[56] Geider RJ. Light and temperature dependence of the carbon to chlorophyll a ratio in
microalgae and cyanobacteria: implications for physiology and growth of phyto‐
plankton. New Phytologist 1987;106 1-34.
[57] Davison IR. Environmental effects on algal photosynthesis: temperature. Journal of
Phycology 1991;27 2-8.
[58] El Bissati K, Delphin E, Murata N, Etienne AL, Kirilovsky D. Photosystem II fluores‐
cence quenching in the cyanobacterium Synechocystis PCC 6803: involvement of two
different mechanisms. Biochimica et Biophysica Acta: Bioenergetics 2000;1457
229-242.
[59] Lesser MP. Oxidative stress in marine environments: biochemistry and physiological
ecology. Annual Reviews of Physiology 2006;68 253-278.
Temperature-Dependent Photoregulation in Oceanic Picophytoplankton During Excessive Irradiance Exposure
http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/55256
227
[60] Siefermann-Harms D. Carotenoids in photosynthesis 1. Location in photosynthetic
membranes and light-harvesting function. Biochimica et Biophysica Acta 1985;811
325-355
[61] Partensky F, Hoepffner N, Li WKW, Ulloa O, Vaulot D. Photoacclimation of Prochlor‐
ococcus sp. (Prochlorophyta) strains isolated from the North Atlantic and the Medi‐
terranean Sea. Plant Physiology 1993;101 285-296.
[62] Letelier RM, Bidigare RR, Hebel DV, Ondrusek M, Winn CD, Karl DM. Temporal
variability of phytoplankton community structure based on pigment analysis. Lim‐
nology and Oceanography 1993;38 1420-1437.
[63] Claustre H. The trophic status of various provinces as revealed by phytoplankton
pigment signatures. Limnology and Oceanography 1994;39 1206-1210.
[64] Horton P, Ruban AV, Walters RG. Regulation of light harvesting in green plants. An‐
nual Review of Plant Physiology and Plant Molecular Biology 1996;47 655-684.
[65] Goss R, Jakob T. Regulation and function of xanthophyll cycle-dependent photopro‐
tection in algae. Photosynthesis Research 2010;106 103-122.
[66] Van de Poll WH, Buma AGJ. Does ultraviolet radiation affect the xanthophyll cycle
in marine phytoplankton? Photochemical and Photobiological Sciences 2009;8:
1295-1301.
[67] Rijstenbil JW. UV- and salinity-induced oxidative effects in the marine diatom Cylin‐
drotheca closterium during simulated emersion. Marine Biology 2005;147 1063-1073.
[68] Mackey KRM, Payton A, Grossman AR, Bailey S. A photosynthetic strategy for cop‐
ing in a high-light, low-nutrient environment. Limnology and Oceanography 2008;53
900-913.
Photosynthesis228
